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ABSTRACT
The importance an individual places on one role over another is captured by a person’s
identity salience, which can affect how work and nonwork roles are viewed and how one
allocates time and resources to these roles. Within the literature there is a need to further
understand what personal factors may influence the development of a person’s identity salience
and ultimately contribute to the choices people make surrounding work and nonwork domains.
The present study was designed to assess the impact of four higher order values that contribute to
a person’s identity salience. Also examined was the potential impact of identity salience on the
way individuals prioritize work and nonwork roles. Results indicated that collectively, values
play a significant role in the formation of identity salience, and both work and nonwork identity
salience significantly influence role prioritization. This study contributes to the work-nonwork
roles literature and improves our understanding of why and how identity salience factors into the
role management process.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Decisions in life require individuals to dedicate themselves along a projected path, while
consciously or subconsciously sacrificing other interests and goals along the way. The
importance an individual places on one life role over another is captured by a person’s identity
salience, which can affect how work and nonwork roles are viewed and how one allocates time
and resources to these roles. Within the literature there is a need to further understand what
personal factors may influence the development of a person’s identity salience and ultimately
contribute to the choices people make surrounding work and nonwork domains (Eby, Casper,
Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005; Honeycutt & Rosen, 1997; Loscocco, 1997; Niles &
Goodnough, 1996; Parker & Hall, 1992; Wayne, Randel, & Stevens, 2006).
Understanding how identity salience is formed is critical to unveiling how people develop
and navigate through their life roles. Roles can be defined as “a set of meanings that are taken to
characterize the self-in-role” (Burke & Reitzes, 1981, p. 85). Within the context of the present
study, these roles were categorized as work roles and nonwork roles, which make up all domains
outside of the work realm. Due to the rise of industrialized nations and shifts in the workplace,
societal expectations surrounding work and nonwork participation have changed. There are few
examples in the published literature that examine the personal antecedents of role prioritization
in relation to work and nonwork domains.
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The present study was designed to accomplish two main objectives: (1) to investigate
personal antecedents, both psychological and demographic, that contribute to identity salience
and (2) to understand how identity salience influences prioritization and the allocation of time
towards work and nonwork roles. The following conceptual model (see Figure 1) summarizes
these objectives. The components of this model are detailed in the following sections of this
introduction.

Figure 1 Conceptual Model Depicting Full and Partial Mediation

Identity Salience
Bagger, Li, and Gutek (2008) suggested that identity functions to provide meaning to life
and allow people to describe themselves based on the various life roles they occupy (e.g., parent,
teacher, wife/husband, family member). Therefore, identity salience can be simply defined as
the way in which people attach importance and values to the roles in which they occupy.
Identity salience should be looked at as a state, instead of a trait, because it has the ability to
change over time and across situations. Stryker (1968, 1987) theorized that the salience of a
person’s identity is based on one’s level of commitment to the role, leading to the identity.
Stryker and Serpe (1994) noted that salience is also used interchangeably throughout the roleidentity literature as importance or prominence. The greater the level of commitment to a role,
2

such as spouse, the more salient that role becomes (Stryker & Serpe, 1982). In other words, a
person’s role commitments and identity salience are reciprocally and intimately linked.
Significant empirical support has been found for Stryker’s salient identity theory and the
present study is designed to expand the research base regarding factors that contribute to identity
salience and affect role prioritization and management (e.g., Honeycutt & Rosen, 1997). Identity
salience is rooted in social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and serves as a way to
organize the multiple identities that make up a person’s self in terms of a salience hierarchy.
Within this hierarchy, some roles can be placed at a higher importance or saliency than others
(Pasley, Kerpelman, & Guilbert, 2001; Thoits, 1992). An identity salience would reflect the
subjective importance a person has placed on that identity or life role. Bagger et al. (2008)
emphasized that roles or identities with higher levels of salience would also require a greater
number of resources, have more personal value to an individual, and have more consequences on
a person’s well-being than an identity low in salience.
Identity theory more generally, is rooted in George Herbert Mead’s formula (1934),
which can be translated to state that, “commitment shapes identity salience shapes role choice
behavior” (Stryker & Burke, 2000, p. 286). A role identity can be used to represent the idealized
self, which is understood as how people view themselves and what is significant to them, based
on their aspirations and needs (Farmer & Dyne, 2010). Burke and Reitzes (1981) further noted
that the self influences role behaviors and these behaviors are consistent with a person’s identity.
Thus, it is believed that people are motivated to engage in varying levels of activity within each
of their life roles. Individuals prioritize their role involvements, and in so doing, also support,
reinforce, and confirm their identities.
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Previous researchers have suggested that future studies should compare identity salience
with levels of role prioritization and their effects on identity-role behavior (Callero, 1985;
Farmer & Dyne, 2010). These identity-role behaviors are exemplified through prioritizing
different aspects of a person’s identity (Allen, 2010), behavioral choices attached to a person’s
identity and emotional responses (Stryker & Burke, 2000), role performance (Hoelter, 1983;
Lobel & St. Clair, 1992), and role investment (Lobel, 1991). Along these lines, the identity
salience concept can be leveraged to help answer the question of why a particular behavioral
option is chosen in a given situation, even if multiple behavioral choices are present (e.g.,
Stryker & Serpe, 1994, p. 18). More recent research has extended theorizing about identity
salience to include ecological theory (Yakushko, Davidson, & Williams, 2009). In this relatively
new model, identity is influenced by internal constructs (e.g., genetic makeup, gender, sex, age,
ability status) and social contextual constructs (e.g., environment, family, friends, coworkers,
geographic location, community values and culture, group membership). Understanding these
aspects of personal identity can be used to improve self-reflection and self-awareness.

Personal Factors
A person’s identity salience is developed over time, however, and therefore is influenced
by a variety of personal experiences and characteristics. There is a gap in the salience literature
regarding factors that contribute to the development of identity salience and ultimately impact
role management behaviors more generally. A core factor likely to play a role in determining
identity salience is a person’s values.
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Values as antecedents to identity salience. Although internal self-structures can change
over time, it is important to understand more about how specific psychological factors may
contribute to a formed identity salience, which can serve as a framework for how people
prioritize and manage different roles. Few studies have investigated individual values within the
work-nonwork interface and the work-family literature clearly states the need for such research
(Cohen, 2009).
Values can be viewed as motivational goals that influence the way people select action
and fluctuate in importance as directing principles in life (Schwartz, 1992). They can be formed
by individual experiences and socialization. Schwartz et al. (2012) further defined basic values
as “trans-situational goals, varying in importance that serve as guiding principles in the life of a
person or group” (p. 664). These values are ordered to explain decision-making, attitudes, and
behavior. This value framework can be used to understand the formation of identity salience and
its impact on role prioritization.
Schwartz’s (1992) original theory of basic human values included 10 values and has
since been refined to include 19 values (Schwartz et al., 2012), arranged in a circular model that
reflects a person’s motivational continuum. The added values in this revised structure help to
improve the utility of this model in a wider variety of research settings. Schwartz’s 19 values
have also been grouped into categories, which included four higher order values (see Figure 2).
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Self-Enhancement

Openness to Change

Emphasizes working towards
one’s own interests

Emphasizes readiness for new
experiences, actions, and ideas

Achievement
Power
Face

Self-Direction
Stimulation
Hedonism

Conformity
Tradition
Security

Universalism
Benevolence
Humility

Conservation

Self-Transcendence

Emphasizes avoiding change,
order, and self-restriction

Emphasizes surpassing
one’s own interests for the
benefit of others

Figure 2 Adapted from Schwartz et al.’s (2012) Conceptualization of Values
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Specifically, Schwartz et al. (2012) characterized these higher-order groupings as
indicative of values that emphasize the pursuit of personal interests (self-enhancement), values
that accentuate the enthusiasm for new actions, experiences, and ideas (openness to change),
values that focus on order, self-restriction, and change avoidance (conservation), and values that
transcend personal interests for the benefit of others (self-transcendence).
These higher order values can be characterized into work and nonwork domains. Cohen
(2009) described individuals with conservation and/or self-transcendence values placing more
emphasis on family and nonwork domains than the work domain. He also stated that selfenhancement and/or openness to change values are more aligned with the work domain. Wang,
Zheng, Shi and Liu (2003) also reported that openness to change and self-enhancement values
were more closely related to work domains. Values should be investigated in relation to worknonwork salience because they are at the core of individual behavior (Cohen, Rosenblatt, &
Buhadana, 2011) and role priority.

Role Prioritization
Role prioritization can be defined as an individual’s arrangement of life roles based on
perceived importance, preference, and investment (Super & Sverko, 1995). There is a gap in the
literature specifically looking at role prioritization as a function of role behavior. However, past
research does indicate that there is a linkage between personal factors (e.g., values and goals) and
role behavior (Callero, 1985; Charng, Piliavin, & Callero, 1988; Stryker, 1968). Previous studies
involving identity salience have considered a variety of behavioral outcomes such as role
involvement, investment, commitment (Niles & Goodnough, 1996; Stryker, 1987), choice and
preference (LeBoeuf, Shafir, & Bayuk, 2010), but there is still a need for a better understanding
7

of these types of outcomes. The preceding factors can all be expected to influence a person’s
role prioritization behaviors, which in turn are likely to affect the level of energy, time, and effort
(Lobel & St. Clair, 1992) that a person directs toward a given role.
Serpe and Stryker (1993) and Stryker and Serpe (1982, 1994) clearly depicted the
relationship between identity salience and behavioral outcomes through the amount of time
people invest in roles, or the activities engaged in that relate to specific roles. Lobel (1991)
investigated work-nonwork role investment and defined investment as specific attitudes and
behaviors associated with devotion to a particular role. Role-related attitudes have been further
defined by Amatea, Cross, Clark, and Bobby (1986) as a person’s willingness to devote
resources to a role to insure development in that role.
Apart from attitudes and role-related behaviors, it is also common in the literature for
researchers to describe role choices. LeBoeuf, Shafir, and Bayuk’s (2010) research conveyed
that values associated with salient identities affected role preferences and choice. Stryker and
Burke (2000) highlighted outcomes prevalent in identity theory research by describing role
behavior as the probability of behavioral choices in accordance with expectations attached to
certain identities and the idea that identity salience influences role choice. Existing research
describes a wide variety of role-related behaviors that are all extremely similar to one another.
Table 1 depicts the numerous role behaviors mentioned throughout the identity salience research
(Eby et al., 2005; Loscocco, 1997; Niles & Goodnough, 1996; Super & Sverko, 1995) that
attribute to the variable that was measured in the present study as role prioritization. The
identified four dimensions are our own perspective on how to operationalize role prioritization
related behaviors.
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Table 1 Role Behaviors That Influence Prioritization.
Type of Role Behavior

Description

Involvement

Engagement in a particular role

Investment

Devotion to a particular role

Commitment

Dedication to a particular role

Choice

Behavioral choice made based on expectations attached
to certain identities

Even though few studies have specifically defined and investigated role prioritization, the
literature clearly supports better understanding how work and nonwork salience influences role
behavior. For instance, Allen (2010) critiqued Yakushko et al.’s (2009) identity salience model
(ISM) and stressed the importance of understanding how a person prioritizes different aspects of
their identity. This would include the two overwhelmingly prevalent roles in people’s lives:
work and nonwork domains.

The Present Study
The present study built upon existing research to better understand what contributes to
identity salience and how it affects a person’s investment in work and nonwork roles. Lobel
(1991) suggested that more research be conducted that depicted models of how people allocate
their investment in their work and nonwork roles. Investment is defined as the behaviors and
attitudes associated with people’s commitment to these roles (Stryker & Serpe, 1982). One way
to investigate this allocation is by measuring how people prioritize these roles in their life, based
9

on their identity salience. Stryker and Burke (2000) also argued that identity salience literature
needed to become more robust through research focused more on person-based identities and
psychological factors, rather than category- and role-based factors (e.g., black or white, teacher
or student). Although there are decades of research on identity salience, very few studies have
been designed to examine specific psychological and demographic factors that may influence a
person’s identity salience and ultimately role-related behaviors. Therefore, the present study was
designed to address this gap, and examined personal factors that shape work and nonwork
salience, which influences role prioritization.
As stated by Stets (2006), identity reflects a person’s priorities, which then guide
behavior and actions across situations and time. Thus, identity salience is thought to predict
identity-related behaviors and actions in work-nonwork roles. Burke (1991) suggested that
internal cognitive processes, such as psychological factors and centrality, affect identity-related
behavior. A more recent study by Farmer and Van Dyne (2010) further emphasized the need for
more research to be conducted that investigates psychological mechanisms, identity salience, and
identity-role behavior.
Two specific forms of identity salience were considered in this research study, work and
nonwork identity salience. It is crucial to investigate identity salience in the context of the work
and nonwork domains because these are the two most dominant role domains in people’s lives.
These two domains require the management of multiple roles and set the boundaries within
which people often identify themselves (e.g., defining oneself by one’s occupation or family and
leisure roles). It is likely that personal factors, such as values and goals, as well as
environmental factors direct people toward and keep people in particular work and nonwork
roles. Identity salience is expected to influence a person’s need to put work or nonwork first,
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contingent on their present life situation. The personal identities developed from work-nonwork
roles are central to the present study because they help illuminate how people define themselves,
prioritize roles, and find meaning in life.
As already discussed, a person’s values can be expected to influence that person’s
identity salience, which then creates an identity structure that affects that person’s choices and
behaviors. Burke and Reitzes (1981) conceptualized identity salience as the importance and
values one attaches to the resources and energy extended in life roles. Past research also
revealed that values are positively related to work and nonwork role commitment, participation
(Nevill & Super, 1988), and investment (Lobel, 1991; Shamir, 1990). Thus, it is believed that
values significantly contribute to a person’s identity salience (Lobel & St. Clair, 1992) and in
turn may explain work and nonwork role prioritization.
In the present study, Schwartz et al.’s (2012) value continuum was used to operationalize
underlying values that may influence work and nonwork identity salience, and role prioritization.
As discussed earlier in this introduction, within this framework it is apparent that selfenhancement and openness to change relate more with the work realm, while conservation and
self-transcendence seem more consistent with nonwork domains. Due to the need for more
research investigating mechanisms that contribute to the self influencing role behavior and
identity motivating behaviors that have meanings consistent with a person’s identity (Burke &
Reitzes, 1981), values are essential to the conceptual model presented in this current study.
Based on the preceding background information, it was hypothesized that:
Hypothesis 1: (a) Self-enhancement values are positively related to work
prioritization and (b) this relationship is mediated by work-nonwork identity
salience.
11

Hypothesis 2: (a) Openness to change values are positively related to work
prioritization and (b) this relationship is mediated by work-nonwork identity
salience.
Hypothesis 3: (a) Conservation values are positively related to nonwork
prioritization and (b) this relationship is mediated by work-nonwork identity
salience.
Hypothesis 4: (a) Self-transcendence values are positively related to nonwork
prioritization and (b) this relationship is mediated by work-nonwork identity
salience.
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Self-enhancement

H1b

H1a

H2b

H2a

Openness to Change

Work-nonwork
Identity Salience

H3b
H3a
Conservation

H4b

H4a

Self-transcendence

Figure 3 Conceptual Model of the Hypotheses
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H1b, 2b, 3b, 4b

Role Prioritization

CHAPTER II
METHOD

Overview of Participants
The present study surveyed participants from both student and nonstudent
populations, resulting in two samples. Respondents ranged in age from 18-78 years old
and reported weekly work hours ranging from 2-100 hours. The following statistics
report on the final number of participants used in the analyses, after the data was sorted
and cleaned for missing values and incomplete survey attempts.

Sample 1. The student population was identified based on an item within the
survey that had participants respond whether they were a student or not, “1” = yes or “2”
= no. The student sample consisted of 1086 participants. Female participants made up
71.5% of this sample population and the mean age was 25.48 years old (SD = 8.58). The
mean number of hours worked per week was 28.81 hours (SD = 13.81) and 15.3% (SD =
.41) of respondents reported that they function as a supervisor or manager over others.
This student sample consisted of 21.3% respondents who indicated they worked in the
Education and Health Services industry, while 11.5% reported they worked in retail.
Approximately 73% of participants indicated they were single adults, and 20.3%
responded that they were married. The prevalent ethnicity represented in this sample was
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whites (86.6%), followed by blacks or African Americans (7.2%), Spanish, Hispanic or
Latino (2.7%), and Asians (1.7%).

Sample 2. The second sample in this study, Sample 2, represented the nonstudent
population. This sample (N = 353) consisted of 68.3% females and the mean age was
39.06 years old (SD = 13.52). Approximately 42.5% of nonstudents reported they were
responsible for at least one dependent, which included both children and elderly. The
median yearly income for nonstudents was $89,000 (SIR = $78,500) and the mean
number of hours worked per week was 44.16 hours (SD = 11.56). Roughly 30.9% (SD =
.47) of respondents indicated that they function as a manager or supervisor of other
workers. The nonstudent participant industry data revealed that 38.2% of respondents
work in the Education and Health Services industry, and 17.3% work in the Professional
and Business Services industry. Single adults accounted for 30% of this population,
while 59.2% of nonstudents indicated they were married. The most representative
ethnicity within this population was whites (87.3%), followed by blacks or African
Americans (5.4%), Asians (2.8%), and American Indian or Alaskan Native (2%).

Procedure
The university’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved all procedures and survey
content before the survey was administered to participants. After approval was granted,
participants were asked to partake in a securely managed, web-based structured questionnaire
delivered through SurveyMonkey. The survey consisted of both demographic information and
various measures to assess values, identity salience, and role prioritization. It was estimated that
15

the survey would take participants approximately 20 minutes to complete. The survey was
initially administered through four collectors using a database containing email addresses for
undergraduate students, graduate students, graduate student alumni, and faculty at a mediumsized southeastern university. The fifth collector used a young professionals association
membership email list consisting of working adults in a southeastern U.S. city. The final
collector was a survey link that was posted in various LinkedIn groups and sent to adults from a
variety of locations throughout the country contacted via indirect personal appeal. The various
collection methods used and response rates are summarized in Table 2. The “Total
Respondents” column is the total number of participants that responded to the survey and does
not represent the sample size used for the analyses.

Table 2 Response Rate for Each Collection Method.
Total
Contacted

Total
Responded

Response
Rate

Undergraduate student email database

9991

1284

12.85%

Graduate student email database

1493

308

20.63%

Graduate alumni email database

226

98

43.36%

Faculty email database

467

113

24.20%

Young professionals association membership list

200

46

23.00%

12,661

201

1.59%

Collection Method

Web link/LinkedIn

16

Measures
The following measures were included in the survey distributed to participants
and are presented in Appendix A. Descriptive statistics, including reliability estimates
from the present study are summarized in Table 3, as part of the Results section.

Values. In the present study, the Schwartz et al. (2012) PVQ-R Value Scale was used.
This 57-item Portrait Values Questionnaire presents descriptions of people, in which the
respondent indicates how similar the portrait is to them on a six-point Likert scale (1 = not like
me at all, 2 = not like me, 3 = a little like me, 4 = somewhat like me, 5 = like me, 6 = very much
like me). The portrait descriptions are originally presented in two different response sheet
versions to accommodate both male and female respondents. These two versions were combined
and the questionnaire was adapted to condense the number of questions by using a “his/her”
portrait description in the questionnaire. This measure was used to assess participants’ values
along the four higher order value groupings, which include self-enhancement, openness to
change, conservation, and self-transcendence. The 57 values items were used as predictors and
their definitions were reviewed within the literature and beyond, and then grouped within the
appropriate quadrant, which represented the four higher order values. Reliabilities for each of
the four high-order values were calculated: self-enhancement (α = .76), openness to change (α =
.81), conservation (α = .83), and self-transcendence (α = .81). Averages were then computed for
each of the items in the quadrant to provide a mean value that was used.

Identity salience. To capture participants’ identity salience in the work-nonwork
interface, Cunningham’s (2005) 10-item work-nonwork identity salience scale was used
17

to rate work-salience and nonwork-salience. An example of a work-salience item is, “I
view my work as the most important aspect of my life” and an example of a nonworksalience item is, “My responsibilities outside of work come first on my list of priorities,
above all other duties.” This scale accounts for individuals being salient in one domain
and not the other, or displaying high/low saliency in both work and nonwork domains.
Participants rate each item on a seven-point Likert scale and a high score on either the
work- or nonwork-salience subscales signified a high level of that particular form of
identity salience. When the scores are approximately the same, balance-salience is
indicated. This scale reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .86 for work-salience and .83 for
nonwork-salience.

Role prioritization. Role prioritization was measured in two ways. Both
measures of role prioritization were developed to investigate how important work and
nonwork roles and goals were to participants. The work prioritization scale is focused on
present role prioritization and the nonwork goals scale is more representative of future
role prioritization.

Work prioritization. To measure work prioritization, participants were asked to
report on a five-point Likert scale (1= none, 2= not much, 3= some, 4= quite a bit, 5= a
lot) in response to the following four items: (1) time spent in role, (2) effort directed
towards role, (3) interest in role, and (4) importance of role. Participants were asked to
respond to these four items based on both work and nonwork roles separately. An
average score was generated for both work prioritization and nonwork prioritization and
18

then the difference was calculated. A high score on this measure indicated that an
individual places more priority over work roles, whereas a low score indicated that an
individual places more priority over nonwork roles. Reliabilities for both work
prioritization (α = .83) and nonwork prioritization (α = .78) were calculated.

Nonwork goals. The nonwork goals measure was used to account for an
individual’s future plans to prioritize work-nonwork roles. Participants were asked to
report on the major life goals they wanted to achieve in the next three to five years and
characterize them in terms of their relation to work or nonwork roles. Individuals
responded on a seven-point scale, where 1= 100% work-related, 0% nonwork related and
7= 0% work-related, 100% nonwork-related. A high score on this measure indicated that
the participant places more priority over nonwork goals than work goals. A low score
indicated that the participant places more priority over work goals.

Demographics. The following demographics were assessed to fully understand
and report on the sample: sex, race/ethnicity (Eby et al., 2005; Kerpelman &
Schvaneveldt, 1999; Lobel, 1991; Niles & Goodnough, 1996), age (Niles & Goodnough,
1996), marital status (Crozier, 1992), number of dependents, annual household income
(Madill, Brintnell, Macnab, Stewin, & Fitzsimmons, 1988), job level, job industry, job
title, supervisory vs. nonsupervisory position, education level, and work hours per week.
Job industry was categorized by creating ten industries from the United States
Department of Labor. These demographic characteristics were identified as factors that
contribute to work and nonwork identity salience. Few studies of identity salience have
19

included a fairly comprehensive set of demographic characteristics in addition to role
prioritization. This type of approach is supported by Eagly and Wood’s (1999) social
structural theory, which challenges evolutionary theories of sex differences and suggests
that the roles people occupy are due to sociocultural pressures, individual choice, and
biological potentials.
The social structural theory proposes that sociocultural and biological factors
(e.g., gender-differentiated division of labor, income, role expectations, parental leave,
childcare availability) may influence men and women’s commitment to certain roles, not
just their biological sex differences (Katz-Wise, Priess, & Hyde, 2010). Research on sex
and gender is most prevalent and typically supports a significant, albeit inconsistent
relationship between these demographic factors and role importance and identity
salience.
Consistent with the literature, which supports congruence with traditional gender
roles, it was expected that women would report having higher salience in nonwork roles,
whereas men would report higher salience in work roles (Bagger et al., 2008; Eby et al.,
2005; Kerpelman & Schvaneveldt, 1999; Niles & Goodnough; 1996). Sex differences
may also influence how a person identifies with various roles (identity salience), role
priorities, and role involvements (Cook, 1994).
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS

Data Preparation and Descriptive Results
Data were exported from the SurveyMonkey servers into a spreadsheet to facilitate the
data cleaning process. Prior to conducting the analysis, individuals who responded to less than
50% of the survey were eliminated. Preliminary analyses were conducted to evaluate the
symmetry of distributions, skew, and kurtosis of the data. The following demographic
information was included as covariates in the analysis: sex, age, number of dependents, annual
household income, work hours, and supervisory vs. nonsupervisory position. By controlling for
these covariates, more of the variability present in the model was explained. Annual household
incomes that did not represent full household incomes (i.e., incomes below $10,000) were
removed to avoid skewing the data. Values below this level typically came from student
respondents, who may have been reporting income levels that were not accurately indicative of
their family’s socioeconomic status. Given the aims of this research study, participants who
failed to complete the PVQ-R values measure were also removed because all of the hypotheses
were connected to this measure. Data that were missing at random were evaluated on a case-bycase basis. Where one or two values were missing per scale, these values were replaced with a
scale neutral point, or the mean of their responses for other items on the scale was calculated;
whichever was more indicative of that person’s level.
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Descriptive, reliability, and frequency analyses were run on the data. Descriptive
statistics and scale reliability results are presented in Table 3. A summary of intercorrelations
among study variables is found in Table 4.
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Table 3 Descriptive Statistics and Scale Reliabilities for Two Samples.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Sex
Age
Number of dependents
Annual household income a
Average number of hours worked in a week
Function as manager/supervisor
Self-enhancement
Openness to change
Conservation
Self-transcendence
Work identity salience
Nonwork identity salience
Work prioritization

14. Nonwork goals

Students (N ranges from 572-1086)
M
SD
α
1.73
0.44
n/a
25.48
8.58
n/a
0.41
0.93
n/a
$40,000.00 $59,500.00
n/a
28.81
13.81
n/a
1.78
0.41
n/a
3.73
0.74
n/a
4.77
0.61
0.82
4.20
0.80
0.88
4.78
0.53
0.81
3.69
1.29
0.86
5.22
1.08
0.83
-1.47
1.32
n/a
3.41

1.45

Nonstudents ( N ranges from 281-353)
M
SD
α
1.69
0.46
n/a
39.06
13.52
n/a
1.05
1.26
n/a
$89,000.00 $78,500.00
n/a
44.16
11.56
n/a
1.66
0.47
n/a
3.70
0.75
n/a
4.67
0.60
0.82
4.08
0.78
0.88
4.69
0.55
0.84
3.81
1.29
0.86
4.94
1.17
0.85
0.30
1.25
n/a

n/a

Note. Biological sex coded 1 = male, 2 = female; function as a manager/supervisor coded 1 = yes, 2 = no.
Due to significant skew in this variable, the median and SIR are reported instead of the mean and standard deviation.

a
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3.95

1.56

n/a

Table 4 Summary of Intercorrelations among Study Variables for Two Samples.
Variable

1.

1. Sex

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

-.16

-.30

-.08

.13 *

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

-.10

.12 *

.02

.05

.09

.14 **

.01

.06

-.04

.04

.04

.13 *

-.14 *

.11

.10

-.12

-.21 ** -.11 *

-.01

.06

.12 *

-.30 **

.19 **

.02

.06

.02

.10

.04

-.05

.06

.09

-.05

.03

-.03

-.02

.06

.06

.08

-.08

.01

-.01

-.03

-.19 **

.06

-.04

.03

-.07

.17 ** -.17 **

-.10

-.05

.05

.08

-.13 *

.14 ** -.13 *

.01

.42 **

.43 **

.09

.20 **

.09

.08

-.17 **

.10

.38 **

.08

.09

-.09

-.13 *

.43 **

.10

.27 **

.03

.05

.06

.10

-.03

-.05

2. Age

-.07

3. Number of dependents

-.10

.56 **

4. Annual household income

-.01

.24 **

.20 **

5. Average number of hours worked in a week

-.04

.46 **

.28 **

.16 **

6. Function as manager/supervisor

.07

-.26

-.25

-.11

-.31

7. Self-enhancement

.01

-.10

-.05

.00

-.01

.00

8. Openness to change

-.01

-.10

-.11

-.07

.00

-.05

.28 **

9. Conservation

.14 **

.02

.08 *

.05

.05

.03

.38 **

.06

.03

-.04

.07 *

.40 **

.39 **

10. Self-transcendence

.12 ** -.01

.01

-.03

11. Work identity salience

.01

.02

-.07

.00

.16 ** -.05

.29 **

.07 *

.16 **

.03

12. Nonwork identity salience

.07 *

-.03

.08 *

.04

-.12

-.05

.13 **

.12 **

.17 ** -.53 **

13. Work Prioritization

.02

.12 **

.10 **

.04

.29 ** -.16 **

.06 *

-.08 **

.14 **

.00

.45 ** -.41 **

14. Nonwork goals

.02

.04

.00

.03

-.03

-.14 ** -.01

-.06 *

.04

-.39 **

.01

.02

-.57 **

.34 ** -.06

.56 ** -.44 **
-.53 **

.36 **
-.34 **

.32 ** -.30 **

Note. Correlations from the student data set ( n ranges from 572-1086) appear below the diagonal; correlations from the nonstudent data set ( n ranges from 281-353) appear above the
diagonal. Biological sex coded 1 = male, 2 = female; function as a manager/supervisor coded 1 = yes, 2 = no.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Primary Results
This research study tested a model involving multiple predictors and mediating variables.
A relatively new analytical technique was used for testing this multiple mediator model
(Preacher & Hayes, 2008). This method avoids many of the limitations associated with using a
causal steps method to mediation. It accounts for the argument that within the larger
relationship, a multitude of factors may be simultaneously operating as mediators. Thus, it
mainly focuses on indirect effects and allows researchers to test hypotheses, while understanding
the role of each mediator and its effect on the model as a whole (Cunningham, 2009). A recently
developed extension of Preacher and Hayes’ (2008) original approach was used to test the
present hypotheses. This extension is based on the MEDIATE macro (Hayes & Preacher, 2012),
which was used to test the hypotheses within the statistical software program SPSS version 20.
This analysis also incorporated a bootstrapping technique, which included 10,000 samples.
Bootstrapping involves using the original data set to generate a representation of the sampling
distribution of indirect effects. Direct and indirect effects from this analyses were identified as
statistically significant if p < .05 or the 95% confidence interval around the bias-corrected
bootstrap estimate excluded zero. A concise summary of hypotheses results is presented in
Table 5 to provide a more visual representation of which hypotheses were supported or rejected.
Tables 6 and 8 and Figures 4 and 5 further summarize the results across both samples and
outcome variables. As mentioned previously, all hypothesis tests included respondents’ sex, age,
number of dependents, annual household income, work hours per week, and supervisory vs.
nonsupervisory position as covariates due to their suggested influence on work-nonwork roles
and are presented in Table 7 and 9. In the following sections, Sample 1 refers to students and
Sample 2 refers to nonstudents.
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Table 5 Summary of Accepted and Rejected Hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1 stated that (a) self-enhancement values are positively related to work
prioritization and (b) this relationship is mediated by work-nonwork identity salience. For
Sample 1 the relationship between self-enhancement to work prioritization in the absence of the
work-nonwork identity salience mediator was not significant. Thus, Hypothesis 1a was not
supported for students. However, for Sample 2 this relationship was significant, thus supporting
Hypothesis 1a for nonstudents. In Sample 1, once the work-nonwork identity salience mediator
was included in the model, there was still no positive significant relationship, meaning
Hypothesis 1b was not supported for students. For Sample 2, there was no positive relationship
found after the mediator was added for the work prioritization outcome, however selfenhancement had a significant negative relationship with nonwork goals. It is inferred that a
negative relationship between self-enhancement and nonwork goals also signifies a higher
prioritization for work roles, thus Hypothesis 1b was supported for nonstudents.
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Hypothesis 2 stated that (a) openness to change values are positively related to work
prioritization and (b) this relationship is mediated by work-nonwork identity salience. For
Sample 1 and Sample 2, a positive significant relationship between openness to change and work
prioritization was not found before or after the mediator was added. These results indicated that
Hypothesis 2a and 2b were not supported.
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Table 6 Indirect Effect Tests for Work Prioritization.
Students

Nonstudents
BC 95% CI

Model

Point
estimate

SE

Lower

Upper

BC 95% CI
Point
estimate

SE

Lower

Upper

Value - Work Identity Salience - Work Prioritization
Omnibus

.025 *

.011

.008

.047

.016

.012

-.000

.038

Self-enhancement

.042

.089

.254

.032

.247

.039

-.121

.033

.123 *
.014

.054

Openness to Change

.162 *
-.039

.059

-.100

.136

Conservation

.006

.031

-.058

.066

.023

.050

-.072

.129

Self-transcendence

.033

.046

-.052

.127

.047

.064

-.069

.184

-.012 *

-.008

-.026

-.001

-.009

.009

-.024

.002

.051 *
-.048

.027

.003

.110

-.020

.146

.033

-.122

.010

.049 *
-.051

.042
.045

-.153

.028

-.051 *
-.059

.027

-.110

-.004

-.123

.045

-.230

-.048

.039

-.144

.010

.019

.050

-.067

.139

Value - Nonwork Identity Salience - Work Prioritization
Omnibus
Self-enhancement
Openness to Change
Conservation
Self-transcendence
Student Full Model Adj. R 2 = .3934, F (12, 361) = 21.155, p < .001
Nonstudent Full Model Adj. R 2 = .5197, F (12, 206) = 20.656, p < .001
Note. These estimates were generated using a procedure from Preacher and Hayes (2008); BC = bias corrected; based on 10,000 bootstrap resamples. Student sample n = 5721086. Nonstudent sample n = 281-353.
* p < .05.
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(-.0356) -.2487**
Self-enhancement

(.2879*) .1155
.54
05*
*
.36
63*

-.1

Openness to Change

-.1
92
9
66 *
7

(.0307) .1173

-.1295
.0400

(-.2646*) -.2270*

.179
9
.173
3

Work
Identity Salience
-.1706*

.2993*
*
.3365**

Work Prioritization

3
. 02 0
6
7
6
.0

.1896*
.4176**

Nonwork
Identity Salience

(.2295**) .2739**
(-.0014) .0989

Conservation

10
.11 1
0
.14

-.2663**
-.2946**

14
.22 5
3
0
.
- 6

(-.1127) -.0869

Self-transcendence

(-.0379) -.1037

Figure 4 Multiple Mediation Model for Work Prioritization
Note. Student results are presented on the top of each directional pathway, while nonstudent results are on the bottom in italics.
Coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients after covariates were added to the model. Coefficients in parentheses
represent direct effects before the mediator was included in the model.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Table 7 Indirect Effects of Covariates on Work Prioritization.
Students

Nonstudents

Work
Identity
Salience

Nonwork
Identity
Salience

Work
Prioritization

Work
Identity
Salience

Nonwork
Identity
Salience

-.232

.192

.188

-.069

.076

.280 *

Age

.020 *

-.007

-.007

.021 **

-.031 **

.003

Number of dependents

-.272 **

.158 **

.133 **

-.154 *

.120

.084

Annual household income

.000 *
.019 *

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

Average number of hours worked in a week

-.019 **

.015 **

.016 *

-.018 *

.012 *

Function as manager/supervisor

.222

-.285 *

-.250 *

.045

.087

-.085

Covariate
Sex

Note. Coefficients represent unstandardized regression coef ficients. Student sample n = 572-1086. Nonstudent sample n = 281-353.
* p < .05. *p < .01.
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Work
Prioritization

Hypothesis 3 stated that (a) conservation values are positively related to nonwork
prioritization and (b) this relationship is mediated by work-nonwork identity salience. In the
absence of the mediator, there was no positive significant relationship found between
conservation and nonwork goals for both Sample 1 and Sample 2. Similarly, after the mediator
was added there was still no positive significance found across both samples, meaning both
Hypotheses 3a and 3b were not supported.
Hypothesis 4 (a) self-transcendence values are positively related to nonwork
prioritization and (b) this relationship is mediated by work-nonwork identity salience. In Sample
1 and Sample 2, there was no significant relationship found between self-transcendence and
nonwork goals before the mediator was added or after the mediator was included in the model.
These results indicated that Hypothesis 4a or 4b were not supported.
When looking at the work prioritization model (see Figure 4) for Sample 1, the
percentage of explained variance before the mediator was 13%. Once the mediator was added it
rose to 39%. For Sample 2, the percentage of explained variance rose from 14% to 52%. When
looking at the nonwork goals model (see Figure 5) for Sample 1, the percentage of explained
variance before the mediator was 1%. This increased to 20% once the mediator was included.
For Sample 2, the percentage of explained variance rose from 2% to 16%. These results revealed
that the mediator played a significant role in explaining the variance across models.
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Table 8 Indirect Effect Tests for Nonwork Goals.
Students

Nonstudents
BC 95% CI

Point
estimate

Model

SE

Lower

Upper

BC 95% CI
Point
estimate

SE

Lower

Upper

Value - Work Identity Salience - Nonwork Goals
Omnibus

-.034 *

.015

-.066

-.011

-.018 *

.014

-.049

-.001

Self-enhancement

.063

-.372

-.124

-.133 *

.065

-.308

-.037

Openness to Change

-.231 *
.058

.057

-.046

.180

-.015

.066

-.175

.102

Conservation

-.008

.046

-.105

.079

-.018

.057

-.155

.076

Self-transcendence

-.043

.066

-.181

.083

-.070

.071

-.245

.046

Omnibus

.012 *

.009

.001

.029

.007

.008

-.004

.026

Self-enhancement

Value - Nonwork Identity Salience - Nonwork Goals

-.054 *

.034

-.136

-.003

-.036

.037

-.160

.007

Openness to Change

.048

.037

-.010

.138

.037

.042

-.010

.180

Conservation

.051 *
.059

.031

.004

.128

.057

.006

.245

.042

-.006

.158

.091 *
-.021

.040

-.158

.026

Self-transcendence
2

Student Full Model Adj. R = .2008, F (12, 360) = 8.787, p < .001
Nonstudent Full Model Adj. R 2 = .1640, F (12, 205) = 4.549, p < .001
Note. These estimates were generated using a procedure from Preacher and Hayes (2008); BC = bias corrected; based on 10,000 bootstrap resamples. Student sample n = 5721086. Nonstudent sample n = 281-353.
* p < .05.
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(-.0898) .1951

Self-enhancement

(-.5742**) -.4055*
.52
86*
*
.36
61*

-.1

Openness to Change

-.1
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8
66 *
8

(-.0747) -.1808

-.1320
.0411

(.0965) .0747

.178
9
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7
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Identity Salience
-.1706*

-.4377*
*
-.3632**
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5
. 01 8
5
8
4
.0

.1889*
.4256**

Nonwork
Identity Salience

(-.0865) -.1295
(.3198) .2463

Conservation

86
.09 7
3
.19

.2703**
.2141

63
.21 1
0
1
.
- 0

(.1237) .1084

Self-transcendence

(-.2585) -.1667

Figure 5 Multiple Mediation Model for Nonwork Goals
Note. Student results are presented on the top of each directional pathway, while nonstudent results are on the bottom in italics.
Coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients after covariates were added to the model. Coefficients in parentheses
represent direct effects before the mediator was included in the model.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Table 9 Indirect Effects of Covariates on Nonwork Goals.
Students

Nonstudents

Work
Identity
Salience

Nonwork
Identity
Salience

Nonwork
Goals

Work
Identity
Salience

Nonwork
Identity
Salience

Nonwork
Goals

-.216

.199

-.077

-.047

.066

.176

Age

.019 *

-.007

.024 *

.020 **

-.030 **

.005

Number of dependents

-.269 **

.159 **

-.236 **

-.141

.112

-.126

Annual household income

.000 *
.020 *

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

Average number of hours worked in a week

-.019 **

.007

.015

-.017 *

.005

Function as manager/supervisor

.216

-.288 *

.141

.009

Covariate
Sex

.113

Note. Coefficients represent unstandardized regression coef ficients. Student sample n = 572-1086. Nonstudent sample n = 281-353.
* p < .05. *p < .01.
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-.196

CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

The present study was designed to investigate what factors may be contributing to how
individuals prioritize their life roles. Specifically, the function of identity salience was examined
as a mediating factor in the relationship between a person’s underlying values and role
prioritization tendencies. Also tested were the direct paths between values and identity salience,
because previous research has suggested potential antecedents to identity salience, however few
studies have actually tested such factors.
Overall, self-enhancement was the only value that had a significant relationship in the
hypothesized direction. Thus, Hypotheses 1a and 1b were the only hypotheses fully supported,
and this was true only among the nonstudent respondents. Self-enhancement was also positively
linked to work identity salience in both samples, as hypothesized. The remaining hypotheses
were not supported. It is important to note, however, that values did significantly predict work
and nonwork role prioritization among students, when considered collectively. For nonstudents,
values as a whole were significantly related to nonwork goal priority through the work identity
salience mediator. Several other noteworthy relationships were also identified, outside the
boundaries defined by the core hypotheses.
For example, the results revealed that there were multiple significant relationships
between study variables that were functioning in the opposite direction from what had been
initially expected (see Figures 4 and 5). First, for the student sample, self-enhancement was
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negatively related to work prioritization after the mediator was included. This result could
potentially highlight the fact that the self-enhancement value emphasizes the pursuit of personal
interests, within both work and nonwork domains. The student population consisted of mostly
female college students and for these individuals, it is possible that self-enhancement values
were more directly associated with nonwork personal interests and extracurricular activities,
rather than work roles. Most traditional students are not simultaneously going to school and
fully engaging in a professional career. This is supported by the data for workweek hours, which
revealed students are mostly working part-time jobs.
Second, for the nonstudent population, openness to change was negatively related to
work prioritization both before and after the identity salience mediators were included. These
results may be reflective of current societal shifts. For instance, individuals who participate in
more nonwork roles and attempt to find a balance between the demands of work and other life
responsibilities, are portrayed as more accepting of new experiences, ideas, and change (e.g., the
stay-at-home father). This finding may also be reflective of modern workplace culture in
America, specifically the shift towards flex-time, telework, virtual teams, paternity leave, and
work-family programs. American companies are gradually becoming more adaptive and
accepting of factors such as enhanced technology, newcomers’ expectations of autonomy and
flexibility in their careers, and the increased costs associated with commuting and office space.
Third, for the student population, conservation was positively related to work
prioritization both before and after the mediator was included. This relationship is
understandable given the sample population. Conservation values are associated with
conformity, tradition, and structure, which are all characteristic of students’ past and present
learning environments. It is also possible that student respondents perceived work roles as very
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structured and self-restrictive due to their frame of reference (i.e., the typical work week that will
be so different from college life). An additional interesting and related finding was that
conservation values for both students and nonstudents were positively associated with the
nonwork identity salience mediator as expected in both models. This supports the idea that
individuals who have traditional and conservative values identify themselves as being nonwork
salient, which emphasizes the importance these individuals place on nonwork roles.
Perhaps the most important unanticipated finding involved the identified relationships
between work-nonwork identity salience and work role prioritization (see Figure 4). Work
identity salience and nonwork identity salience were linked to work role prioritization as
hypothesized; this was true for students and nonstudents. In the nonwork goals model (see
Figure 5), work identity salience and nonwork identity salience was significantly related to
nonwork role prioritization as hypothesized, but only for students. Among nonstudents, only
nonwork identity salience was significantly related to nonwork role prioritization, as expected.
These results support previous research suggesting that identity salience may contribute to how
we allocate time and resources towards and place priority on different life roles.

Limitations
There were several limitations to the present study. Specifically, the two samples were
relatively homogeneous in terms of demographic characteristics. This resulted in the sample
largely consisting of educated, Caucasian, and female respondents. Future research should
attempt to gather data from a larger variety and diverse set of populations. Because some of the
demographic factors included in the present study might not be fully applicable to typical
students (given their life stage), future studies may benefit from keeping student and nonstudent
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data separate and excluding demographic variables (e.g., socioeconomic status/income and
number of dependents) that are not appropriate for the majority of student samples. These
suggestions would aid in collecting data from a more representative sample of the population and
provide more control over obtaining an equivalent sample size from each group.
Another limitation experienced throughout this study was associated with the use of the
PVQ-R values measure. To simplify the administration of this measure (which is typically
deployed with gendered forms to male and female participants separately), the items on this
measure were reframed to apply to both male and female participants. This was done by using
“him/her” to refer to the referent in the items to this measure. Unfortunately, this modification
may have contributed to some confusion on the part of respondents. It is recommended that
future research involving this measure include efforts to improve the instructions and simplify
the items to this measure to avoid similar confusion.
Finally, very little research exists that defines a clear way to measure role prioritization.
Therefore, the two measures created for this study could benefit from further development and
research. The data collected also contained several inherent biases. Due to the nature of this
study, self-report data was used and all of the measures were collected in the same format via a
web-based structured questionnaire delivered through SurveyMonkey. This type of data
collection may have resulted in participants neglecting to answer survey questions with 100%
accuracy and future research should consider using various collection methods in their study,
such as interviews and in-person surveys.
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Implications and Future Research
The literature suggests that a relationship does exist between identity salience and
behavioral outcomes (Serpe & Stryker 1993; Stryker & Serpe, 1982). However, this study was
unique because it specifically explored antecedents to identity salience and tested the relationship
between identity salience and an explicit behavioral outcome: role prioritization. Previous
research has set the foundation for understanding the role that identity salience plays in the worknonwork interface. Unfortunately, the existing research addresses potential predictors and
outcomes associated with identity salience in a very ambiguous manner. The present study and
its results offer an initial attempt to provide a more concrete explanation as to what personal
factors make up an individual’s identity salience, and further explain the impact identity salience
has on role behaviors, specifically prioritization.
Existing research (Callero, 1985; Callero, Howard, and Piliavin, 1987; Charng et al.,
1988; Stryker, 1968) offers a plethora of behaviors that may be influenced by role-identity
salience. Future research should build upon the role prioritization outcome mentioned in this
study, along with exploring other outcomes. It may also be interesting to evaluate role success
and performance outcomes; given individuals have a natural tendency to measure these
outcomes. These role evaluations are dependent on reflected appraisals and the perception of
success through comparison with others (Hoelter, 1983). For example, an individual who
decides to put work first and stay late into the evening to do work, rather than come home to a
family or engage in extracurricular activities, exhibits high salience in their work identity. By
participating in this work role over various nonwork roles, they are more likely to report greater
career success than family performance, based on the amount of time, resources, and
commitment dedicated to their work role in comparison to nonwork roles.
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Another area for future research could be based on evaluating how these results may
differ across life stages. The current study collected data on age, however it would require
significantly larger samples from various age groups in order to comprehensively understand the
impact life stage has on work-nonwork identity salience and role prioritization.

Conclusion
Overall, the findings presented here are focused on particular antecedents and outcomes
associated with a person’s formed identity salience. The present study further explored identity
salience as a mediator between a proposed antecedent (values) and outcome (role prioritization)
by analyzing both work and nonwork identity salience. This study was very much exploratory in
nature, because previous research has yet to group values according to work and nonwork
domains and investigate their relationship with identity salience and role prioritization.
Although only Hypotheses 1a and 1b were fully supported, several other important and
meaningful relationships were also identified, all of which have implications for future research
in this area. In particular, the present findings indicate that a strong relationship exists between
identity salience and role prioritization, and that a person’s values may be an important factor
associated with a person’s underlying identity salience.
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